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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- if the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )[3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 18 October 2004 . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^3 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed, 

6) E] Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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1. Claims 1-20 are presented for examination. 
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2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Lavi et al. (WO 99/42922). 

6. The grounds for rejecting claims 1-14, set forth in the examiner's previous action (mailed 
5/10/2004), continue and are hereby incorporated by reference. 
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7. As to claims 15 and 18, by depicting the (off-core execution units)/computational units 
(61, 62, 63, 64) as separate entities in Fig. 1 Lavi taught them as separate from said core 
processor, to the extent claimed. 

8. As to claims 16 and 19, the examiner takes official notice of the fact that it is 
commonplace for processors with multiple functional units, such as Lavi's, to have redundant 
functional units capable of interchangeably performing the tasks appropriate to their type. 
Applicants' claim language fails to distinguish over Lavi, well-known prior art, and such a 
dictionary-based interpretation of applicant's claim language. It might also be concluded that 
Lavi inhrerently taught his functional units were interchangeable since he did not seek to 
distinguish them by function. 

9. As to claims 17 and 20, applicants' specification describes starting on p. 8 that the 
interface (52) accepts relevant portions of the decoded CLIW instruction and passes them to off- 
core execution units for execution. If one looks at Fig. 1 of Lavi, his element 7 of what the 
examiner has identified as the core processor must inherently have circuitry performing the same 
function or his device would not work. 

10. Claim 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

1 1 . The examiner explained in paragraph 9, supra, that applicants' specification described 
their interface as accepting relevant portions of the decoded CLIW instruction and passing them 
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to off-core execution units for execution. This is not an "off-core-execution-unit interface 
operative to control said at least one off-core execution unit" nor is it "controlling said off-core 
execution unit via said off-core-execution-unit interface". The interface merely seems to be 
circuitry to pass the appropriate portions of the CLIW instruction to the off-core execution units 
for execution. Applicants' claim language would seem to represent new matter in that it imparts 
control capabilities to the interface not previously disclosed. 

12. Claims 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

13. See paragraph 1 1, supra, for a relevant explanation. 

14. Claim 20 is recites the limitation "off-core-execution-interface" in lines 3-4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

15. Applicant's arguments filed 10/18/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

16. Applicants argue on behalf of claims 1-20, in substance: 

(a) their drawings differ from Lavi's, 

(b) their design choice as described by elements of their specification distinguishes them 
from Lavi and would be non-obvious, 

(c) and their new claims distinguish over the art. 

17. As to 16(a), if one were merely allowed to reconfigure a patent's drawings and rename 
elements of a drawing while still setting forth claims in a new application to the capabilities of 
the prior art, no ones processor patents would have any value. 
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18. As to 16(b), the design choice described in applicants' specification may be patentably 
distinct but that choice has not been made clear in applicant's claim language. 

19. As to 16(c), see paragraphs 7-14, supra, 

20. On page 3, line 7 of applicants 5 specification applicants describe their off-core execution 
units as: "External off-core processing units 54 are connected to a core processor 50 in an 
interchangeable and selectable manner by means of an interface 52." The examiner is suggesting 
applicants amend each of their current independent claims to define their off-core execution units 
as: "external off-core processing units connected to a core processor in an interchangeable and 
selectable manner by means of an interface" and cancel claims 15-20. This would leave 
applicants with claims which distinguish over the prior art of record, in the examiner's judgment, 
though not necessarily over other art which the examiner might find in another search. 

21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to William M. Treat at 
telephone number (571) 272-4175. The examiner works at home on Wednesdays but may 
normally be reached on Wednesdays by leaving a voice message using his office phone number. 
The examiner also works a flexible schedule but may normally be reached in the afternoon and 
evening on three of the four remaining weekdays. 

22. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




WILLIAM M. TREAT 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



